
Lori Gourley i 
438 Rellim Drive , Kent, OH 44240 - AIcRbbnJl 

December I ,  2005 12:0h PM 

Representative Tim Ryan 
U.S. House of Representatives 
222 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Ryan: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my sewice 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lori Gourley 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Senator Rick Santomm 
US.  Senate 
5 1 1 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Santomm: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Chandler 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Robert Bai-" 
615 E. Main Street #C-21, Maple Shade, NJ 08052 
- I DEC 6 200.5 1 

I FCC - MAILROOM 
December I ,  2005 12.23 PM 

Representative Robert Andrews 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2439 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Andrews: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Barth 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Brenda Davis 
503 Western Avenue W , Connersville, IN 47331 

Senator Evan Bayh 
US.  Senate 
463 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bayh 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee lax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Brenda Davis 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Ricky Parkinson I 
35 16 Hilltop Ln. , Plano, TX 75023 

December I ,  2005 12: I5 P M  

Representative Sam Johnson 
US. House of Representatives 
121 1 Longworth House Office Bldg 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Johnson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my senice 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Ricky Parkinson 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



December 1,2005 12:Oh PM 

Representative Emanuel Cleaver 
U S  House of Representatives 
1641 Longworth House Office Bldg 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Cleaver: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and L look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Suzanne teis 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



December I. 2005 12:00 PM 

Senator Christopher Bond 
US.  Senate 
274 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bond: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fimd as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Pat Mino 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Caroln Gille 
20 Rollmgwood Dr , Jackson, CA 95642 

Senator Dianne Feinstem 
U S  Senate 
33 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family 
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC 
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays 
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their 
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and 
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. 
Shifting the h d i n g  burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it  
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters 
and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does 
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I 
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to 
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass 
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in 
your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, Caroln Gille 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



December I ,  2005 12: I7 PM 

Senator John Rockefeller 
U S  Senate 
53 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Rockefeller: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior cilizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is lhal 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter, 

Sincerely. 

teresia white 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Jasmine Underwood 
3375 County Road 204, Abbeville, AL 36310-2588 FCC - MAILROOM 

Dear Representative Everett: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituen 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by 

nange the 
i, including me, 
le FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the find as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Jasmine Underwood 

cc: FCC Chair Ke-fin Martin, Congress 
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December I. 2005 12:13 PM 

Senator Elizabeth Dole 
U.S. Senate 
555 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dole: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials. the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Wolf 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Senator Chuck Hagel 
US. Senate 
248 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hagel: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

marjorie koehler 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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DEBBIE CAMP 
19 Bloomfield Ct SE , Cartersville, GA 30120-7846 

Senator Saxby Chambliss 
US.  Senate 
416 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

-DzzvNsP€m€D 

DEC b 2005 

FCC - MAILROOM 
Nove- : :: :.X 

Dear Senator Chambliss: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the 
unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Living 
on retirement, my family has to use our limited resources wisely. My family should not be penalized for only using 
limited monthly long distance. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low- income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to nnaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. It could possibly have an effect on small businesses across America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date infor- mation on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. 

As a consumer, I would like to believe that I would be charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers tax, my service 
will cost more. I do not feel that I should pay for someone ekes use of long distance calling when my family only 
has one (1) or two (2) long distance calls per month. 

According to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee sysiem 
soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could dispro- 
portionately affect people like me who use long distance infrequently. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

DEBBIE CAMP 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 
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Timothy Nantz 
1423 Cotton Grove Road, Lexington, NC 27292 

Senator Elizabeth Dole 
US.  Senate 
5 5 5  Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dole: 

Once again, this adminstration REFUSES to make life easier for the public that voted them in! This has got to 
change ... and it has got to change NOW!!!!! 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a mouth. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do, As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more, And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continut. to spread thc word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Timothy Nantz 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



November 2,2005 8:25 AM 

Senator Mary Landrieu 
U.S. Senate 
724 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-000 1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 
96-45 

Dear Senator Landrieu: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications 
Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service Fund 
(USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be 
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 
Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about 
your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dena Bordelon 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



David Alfred 
14062 Corliss Ave N , Seattle, WA 98133 

Nove 

Senator Pattv Murrav 
U.S. Senate 
173 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Murray: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family 
and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Ifthe FCC 
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays 
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their 
limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and 
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on their bills. 
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it 
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters 
and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does 
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I 
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to 
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass 
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in 
your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

David Alfred 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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2820 Pme Acres Rd , St Augustine, FL 32086. 

Senator Bill Nelson 
U.S. Senate 
716 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 
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Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family 
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Ifthe FCC 
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays 
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their 
limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and 
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. 
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it 
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters 
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does 
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I 
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to 
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass 
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in 
your constituency. They charge too much for FCC charges as it is now. I pay them on my home phone, on my long 
distance bill and on my cell bill. Mine total over $20 most months. 

'Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Carver 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



Paul McCluskey 
4 Kenmore St , Warren, PA 16365 

December 1,2005 3:40 PM 

Representative Phil English 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1410 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative English: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month oflong,distance, pays the saq,e amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would havc a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While 1 am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developmerts on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionalely affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Paul McCluskey 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Gerald LaValley 
863 Durand Rd. , Plattsburgh, NY 12901 

Senator Charles Schumer 
U S .  Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 
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Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Gerald LaValley 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 
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NGember 30,2005 06:21 PM 

Senator Herb Kohl 
US. benate 
330 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-000 1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

-. 

Dear Senator Kohl: 

I have been infomed by my cell phone provider that the chairman of the FCC, Kevin J. 
Martin wants to unfairly instill, without legislation, a fixed Universal Service Fund fee 
for all cell phone users regardless of cell phone usage. 

We use a cell phone infrequently; sometimes do not use it for weeks at a time but keep 
the cell phone mostly for emergency phone capability. Doing that, we can keep our cell 
phone cost to less than $10 per month. 

I want to make two points: 

1. A fixed fee regardless of phone usage is unfair. It is like charging everyone a fixed 
amount of gasoline tax regardless of dnven miles or a fixed amount of income tax 
regardless of income. This may already be in place for landline phones but that does not 
justfy its continuance. 

2. The Universal Service Fund to subsidize telephone service for schools and libraries 
should be paid for by all taxpayers, not just telephone users. I would agree, however, that 
rural area and low income community telephone service enhances the phone system's 
flexibility. 

Please do what you can to scale back the USF fund and if that can't be done, then do what 
you can to continue to make the USF fund payment proportional to telephone useage. 

I would like to hear from you regarding your views on this 

Sincerely, 
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8026 Walnut Knoll Lane , Richmond, Virginia 23229-3252 

November 30,2005 05:lO PM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one 
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan. 
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular 
phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat 
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me 
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would 
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and 
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high- 
volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

Alice Albnght m 
cc: 

Senator ~ o h n  Warner 
Senator George Allen 
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Lawrence Dale 
380 North Drive, Severna Park, Maryland 21 146-2120 

November 30, ZOOS O5:07 PM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 205.54 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a 
month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as  someone who uses zero minutes of long 
distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, ofwhich I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am 
aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or  "pass along" these fees to their customers, 
the reality is that they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a 
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC 
officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system sonn and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request yon pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lawrence Dale 

cc: 

FCC General Email Box 



November 26,2005 07:27 AM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, sw 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one 
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan. 
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular 
phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat 
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear !?om me 
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would 
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and 
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high- 
volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 
/: 

,7,/ ._ 
steven sokol .- ' L ! ~ .  ' ,  t -d<:/', 

cc: 

Senator Frank Lautenberg 
Representative Steve Rothman 
Senator Jon Corzine 



' .. . 

.~ 
835 LaRue Drive. Cedar Hill, Texas 75 104 

November IO, 2005 08.26 PM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one 
oftne miiiions ofconsumers that will be unfairiy taxed at a higher rate under the fiat fee pian. 
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular 
phoones o r m a ~ e  :e::' !erg dis~arcc ca lk  

Stopping the flat fee tax is important to me- not to mention my pocket hook. You will hear from 
me again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering people who make few long distance. calls would 
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume an3 
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high- 
volume residenriai or business customers. i urge you to reject this flat-fee propsai. 

Thank you. 

* 1 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
Representativc Kciiny hfarchaiit 
Senator John Comyn 


